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Appeals from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Newport News. Rebecca B. Smth, District
Judge. (CA-94-163-4)
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Bef ore HALL, MJURNAGHAN, and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s fromthe district court's orders di sm ssi ng
his conplaint alleging violations of the Racketeering Influenced
and Corrupt Organizations Act, 18 U S.C. A § 1961-1968 (West 1985
& Supp. 1995), and civil rights statutes 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983, 1985,
1986, 1988 (1988), and inposing FED. R Cv. P. 11 sanctions. W
have revi ewed the record and the district court's opinions and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of the

district court. Davis v. Hudgins, No. CA-94-163-4 (E.D. Va. Aug. 7

& Dec. 27, 1995). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.
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